In this application paper, we present an analytical process to identify teaching/learning (T/L) methods used in leadership education. Applying this process to a global program for leadership development of healthcare professionals, we highlight nine methods that teachers most often used, and learners viewed as most impactful.
Issue Statement
Numerous leadership development programs have arisen to fill the gap of leadership in healthcare, and research on their effectiveness has been published (Burdick, Amaral, Campos, & Norcini, 2011; Gentry, Eckert, Stawiski, & Zhao, 2016; Gilmore, 2010; Ladhani et al., 2015; Magrane & Morahan, 2016; Steinert, Naismith, & Mann, 2012) . However, there have been few descriptions of specific teaching/learning (T/L) pedagogies used in leadership development courses in general (Jenkins, 2012; 2016) or in healthcare leadership programs. The literature has focused on content, competencies, instructional design, learner assessment, and program evaluation studies (Campos, Friedman, Morahan, De Campos, & Haddad, 2013; MacPhee, Chang, Lee, & Spirl, 2013; O'Connell & Pascoe, 2004; Pfeiffer et al., 2013; Wiseman, Bradwejn, & Westbroek, 2014) .
In this application paper, we describe a process to analyze the specific T/L pedagogies used by the well-established and evaluated FAIMER Institute (the Foundation for Advancement of International Medical Education and Research) for international health professions educators (Burdick et al., 2010) .
The FAIMER leadership curriculum theme is one of five in the program; its unique features, challenges, and sustainability issues were described previously (Ladhani et al., 2015) . We initiated this application with two major aims. First, we aimed to see whether the T/L methods identified by Jenkins (2012; 2016) were generalizable to a global leadership curriculum for midcareer health professions faculty. Second, we Overview of Related Scholarship in Leadership Education Prideaux (2003) advises when planning any curriculum that the faculty align four critical elements -purpose, objectives, T/L methods, and evaluation process.
Curriculum design should be intentional and the choice of T/L methods and the skill of the instructor are equally important. The instructor is expected to be both knowledgeable in the subject and capable in teaching and facilitating, to encourage and support and at the same time challenge learners' growth (Guthrie & Jenkins, 2018) .
Recently, Guthrie and Jenkins (2018) an array of T/L methods to reach its objectives (Ladhani et al., 2015) . This application paper describes in detail the intentionally planned FAIMER leadership curriculum design (sequence and learning focus level); content (topic and learning objectives);
and specific pedagogical T/L methods.
Description of the Application
Analytical Process. We developed a list of the 11 topics that encompassed the "leadership and management" curriculum theme. Table 1 summarizes the blueprint for these topics, the learning objectives, and the focus (from individual to global community of practice) (Wenger & Snyder, 2000) . The topics are listed by their sequence in the curriculum within year 1 and year 2.
The program was intentionally designed to foster transformational learning, enabling reinforcement and deepened learning as the curriculum progresses. Glossary of Teaching/Learning (T/L) Methodsa.
To identify T/L methods, we first reviewed and selected methods from those described by Jenkins (2012; 2016) , revising the list to reflect the specific pedagogy used in our course. Eventually we developed a list of 28 T/L methods, including 22 from Jenkins' papers and six from our curriculum that did not appear to be explicitly included in the previous studies. Next, we created an analytical matrix template with the 11 topics and the 28 T/L methods. Three of the authors (HS, ZL, & PM) individually completed the matrix, assigning a check to each cell that included a specific T/L method used in teaching a specific topic. Where the three authors found differences, we discussed the meanings and continued to revise the glossary ( Table 2) . We deliberated extensively while preparing the glossary, comparing with the earlier published glossaries (Jenkins, 2012; 2016) , and revising to align with the actual T/L processes used in our curriculum. The fourth author ( Note. Note. aMany of the T/L categories originated from Jenkins (2012; 2016) ; the definitions have been adapted to the program for midlevel faculty. They are presented in order from most to least frequently used. bT/L method that was not in the Jenkins (2012) Specific T/L methods identified. Figure 1 provides a frequency analysis of the 28 specific T/L methods (Table 2) , showing the 25 that we found were used in the leadership and management curriculum over the 11 leadership and management topic sessions in the curriculum (Table 1 ).
The analysis revealed that the T/L method described as "building a respectful learning environment" was used in all sessions, with instructors embedding various processes to achieve such an environment.
Specific methods to foster respect and inclusion of all participants included instructors asking all to use first names rather than titles; instructors asking all to speak slowly so that everyone could understand (especially those whose first language was not English); participants co-developing group norms; faculty and groups showing all information on flip charts in order to show that everyone's contributions were valued; instructors placing tables in the room in a diamond format so that everyone could see everyone else; and instructors intentionally changing group memberships throughout the program so that participants engaged as a total cohort. The faculty modeled and taught respectful and positive dialogue rather than using common academic debate discourse (Yankelovich, 2001 ). This approach fostered student engagement even when a topic created discomfort. Another three T/L methods-interactive lecture and class discussion; reflective journaling and facilitated reflection; and group collaborative work-were used very frequently (in more than 75% of the sessions).
Numerous structured interactive processes were included in the "interactive lecture and class discussion" T/L method. Sometimes the lecture was a short, informational individual or group assignment that involved methods such as "think-pair-share" or "buzz groups" (Lyman, 1981; Weimer, 2012) ice breakers; research projects and presentations; student peer teaching; games; simulation, scavenger hunts; and guest speakers. Some methods identified in previous studies (Jenkins, 2012; 2016) , such as service learning, exams, and interviewing a leader, were not used.
Perceptions of participants about impact and usefulness of T/L methods. We explored the importance and usefulness of the T/L methods to the learners. For year 1 participants, we conducted a small group activity asking them to describe a personally transforming experience in the first ten days. For year 2 participants, we conducted a "synthesis and application of T/L methods" session on the last day, which included a slide show covering the T/L methods used throughout all five curriculum themes in the institute. We then asked small groups to identify which T/L method was the "most impactful and most useful" to add to their own teaching repertoire at their home institutions. in their leadership curricula, identify how often each is used, and determine whether learners and faculty have the same perceptions regarding which methods are most effective. This practice validated published survey studies on T/L methods that faculty use in teaching in undergraduate and graduate classrooms and distance leadership courses (Guthrie & Jenkins, 2018; Jenkins, 2012; 2016) and demonstrated the usefulness of these T/L methods in a successful global midcareer leadership development program (Burdick et al., 2010; Ladhani et al., 2015) .
Besides extending to a global midcareer program and to health professions educators, we extended the previous studies (Jenkins, 2012; 2016; Guthrie & Jenkins,2018) in two other ways. First, the identification of T/L methods frequently used correlated with direct reports from participants about which T/L methods they viewed as most impactful and useful. This finding provided more specificity to the positive self-evaluation learners gave the "leadership and management" curriculum theme (Ladhani et al., 2015) . A limitation of our findings is that the learners' positive evaluations could also be related to other curriculum elements such as sequencing, contents and design (Ladhani et al., 2015) .
Second, the analysis revealed two frequently used T/L methods-building a respectful learning environment and sharing personal narratives-not previously explicitly identified in the leadership education literature. We have found that sharing personal narratives is a powerful way of building a trust-based community of practice (Ahmed et al., 2014 ). Shulman (2005 has explained that effective pedagogies are those that promote a safe environment for learning, incorporate active learner participation, engage students deeply, and promote a learning environment where students feel visible (making it hard for learners to "disappear" and become anonymous). The literature reports that safe learning environments are essential in transformational learning (Frenk et al., 2010; Zaidi, Vyas, Verstegen, Morahan, Dornan, 2017) . This T/L method is also consistent with appreciative pedagogy and andragogy concepts for adult learning (Johnson, 2014; Yballe & O'Connor, 2000) . Recent reports have also emphasized that a safe and nonthreatening learning context is a key feature for integrating recognition and management of implicit bias into health professions education. This situation is inherent to an international program (Sukhera & Watling, 2017) , as is becoming skilled and versatile using both independent and interdependent leadership approaches (Markus & Conner, 2013) .
Several scholars have noted the importance of a "brave environment" for leadership education, viewing this as a step beyond a "safe" environment that encourages learners to reflect even when there is unease and to grow from it (Arao & Clemens, 2013; Guthrie & Jenkins, 2018) .
A variety of specific processes-seemingly minor details-appear to be critical in promoting interactive discussion in a respectful, inclusive environment that engages learners and promotes critical thinking.
Regarding the teacher component, studies have
shown that a teacher who supports and yet challenges and is a skilled and well-informed facilitator capable of maintaining the focus and relevancy is critical for generating meaningful dialogue and discussion (Guthrie & Jenkins, 2018; Yankelovich, 2001; Zaidi et al., 2016) . We also found that methods such as think-pair-share, "snowball, " and "buzz groups" were effective T/L methods for enhancing interactivity while promoting a safe environment (Lyman, 1981; Weimer, 2012) .
Regarding the student experience component, during the face-to-face sessions conscious efforts were made to join fellows who came from diverse backgrounds yet had common characteristics or experiences in small group discussions; small group membership was rotated frequently. Within the small groups, self-assigned roles such as timekeeper, discussion leader, notetaker, and reporter were made explicit.
Regarding the physical facility component, seating arrangements were designed to maximize contact and visibility; room size and other logistics were considered for optimizing comfort and audibility.
The study revealed that reflection and interactive discussion were two other very frequently used T/L methods, occurring in 90% of the sessions (Figure 1 ).
Jenkins and colleagues have also reported that use of discussion and reflection are common in leadership education (Jenkins, 2012; 2016; Guthrie & Jenkins, 2018) . Reflection is noted as an important pedagogical technique that encourages learners to integrate concepts into their own thought patterns, experiences, feelings, and beliefs; the method allows considering of alternative perspectives and leads to critical thinking and self-development (Burbach, Matkin, & Fritz, 2004; Buschlen & Guthrie, 2014; Frenk et al., 2010) . Interactive discussion has been identified as the signature pedagogical method used in leadership training (Jenkins, 2012; 2016) , because of its impact on the participant (DudleyMarling, 2013), moving him or her from passive to active learner (Almagno, 2017) .
Beyond the top three T/L methods identified in this study, five others previously reported (Jenkins, 2012; 2016; Guthrie & Jenkins, 2018) were used in many sessions: group collaborative work, individual leadership development plans in conjunction with an action project, short writing, storytelling, and team building.
Reflection for Future T/L Improvement in Leadership Education
The analysis enabled us to ascertain which T/L methods are so critical that they need to be integrated 
Summary and Recommendations
This application process for analyzing the frequency and impact of T/L methods will be useful for designers of leadership development programs, especially those with a diverse group of learners. The analysis enables leadership educators to:
• Highlight the range of pedagogies used, and identify those learners view as most impactful.
• Demonstrate which T/L methods aligned with literature are useful in their setting; in this study we demonstrated usefulness of certain T/L methods that span undergraduate to midcareer healthcare professionals in a global setting.
• Identify new T/L methods not previously explicitly identified; in this study we identified building a respectful and inclusive learning environment and sharing personal narratives as critical for success for programs with diverse learners.
